Amendments to the Drawings: 

Please replace Figures 1, 2, and 3 with the attached replacement drawing sheets appended 
to this response. The attached replacement drawing sheets replace only Figures 1, 2, and 3. 
Specifically, Figure 1 has been amended to use a consistent typeface for the designation "Data 
Communications Network 112 ." Figure 2 has been amended to delete the designation "1 10" and 
corresponding indicating arrow from the upper left hand corner because the designation "Stamp 
Generator Module 110 " is included in the schematic block diagram. Figure 3 has been amended 
to format the schematic flow chart for improved clarity, to delete the "Start 310 " and "End 316 " 
operations, which are not referenced in the specification, and to include the designation "300" 
and the corresponding indicating arrow in the upper right hand corner, which is referenced in at 
least paragraphs 0028 and 0029 of the specification. No other changes have been made to the 
drawings. 
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REMARKS 

For the Examiner's convenience and reference, Applicant's remarks are presented in 
substantially the same order in which the corresponding issues were raised in the Office Action. 
Please note that the following remarks are not intended to be an exhaustive enumeration of the 
distinctions between any cited references and the claimed invention. Rather, the distinctions 
identified and discussed below are presented solely by way of example to illustrate some of the 
differences between the claimed invention and the cited references. In addition, Applicant requests 
that the Examiner carefully review any references discussed below to ensure that Applicant's 
understanding and discussion of the references, if any, is consistent with the Examiner's 
understanding. 

TRADEMARKS 

The Office Action requests that trademarks used within the present application be 
respected and identified (items 2 and 2,1). Applicant has amended the specification to more 
clearly identify the following registered trademarks: FIREWIRE, COCA-COLA, PHOTOSHOP, 
ILLUSTRATOR, and PHOTOSUITE. Applicant notes that "USB" is not a registered or 
common law trademark, but rather is an acronym that stands for "universal serial bus." The 
specification reflects these changes to respectfully identify the trademarks used therein. 

STATUS OF THE DRAWINGS 

The drawings stand objected to for including designation "316" and for not including 
designations "108" and "300" (items 3 and 3.1). Applicant has amended Figure 3 to remove the 
designation "316" (as well as the designation "310"). Applicant has amended the specification, 
as described above, to remove the references to "108." Applicant has amended Figure 3 to 
include the designation "300." 

In addition to the amendments to the drawings that are described above, Applicant has 
amended the drawings to use a consistent typeface for the designation "Data Communications 
Network 1 12" on Figure 1, delete the designation "110" and corresponding indicating arrow from 
the upper left hand corner of Figure 2, and format the schematic flow chart of Figure 3 for 
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improved clarity. No other changes have been made to the drawings. No new matter has been 
added. 

STATUS OF THE SPECIFICATION 

The disclosure is objected to for lack of explicit reference to the operation 322 of the 
method 300 of Figure 3 (item 4. A). Applicant has amended paragraph 0029 to include a 
description of the operations shown in Figure 3 with relation to the operation 322. Applicant 
respectfully submits that this amendment appropriately describes the operation of the method 
300. 

The disclosure is also objected to for referencing the "communication channels] 108" in 
paragraphs 0026 and 0028 (item 4.B). Applicant has amended paragraphs 0026 and 0028 to 
refer to the communication channel [s] 1 12" as shown and identified in the drawings. 

In addition to the amendments to the specification that are described above, Applicant has 
amended the specification to clarify some acronyms, explicitly reference trademarks (for which 
several examples are provided), and address some minor instances of grammar. No other 
changes have been made to the specification. No new matter has been added. 

STATUS OF THE CLAIMS 

Claims 21-41 were examined and remain pending. Claims 21-40 stand rejected. Claims 
21, 27, 28, 29, 34, 35, and 38 are currently amended. No claims are canceled. No new claims 
have been added. No new matter has been added. 

RESPONSE TO CLAIM REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 1 12. second paragraph 

Claims 21-40 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards 
as the invention (items 6 and 6.1). Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection because the 
arguments supplied in the Office Action are not supportive of a rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, 
second paragraph. 
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The purpose of the defmiteness requirement of § 1 12, second paragraph, is to provide 
notice to the public of the metes and bounds of the claimed invention. Solomon v. Kimberly- 
Clark Corp., 216 F.3d 1372, 1379 (Fed. Cir. 2000); see also M.P.E.P. § 2173.02. According to 
the M.P.E.P., definiteness must be considered in the context of: 1) the application's disclosure, 2) 
the prior art, and 3) the language of the claim. M.P.E.P. § 2173.02. Under these considerations, 
the standard for patentability requires only "a reasonable degree of particularity and distinctness." 
Id. 

While the Office Action states that claims 21-40 are rejected for failure to comply with 
the definiteness requirements of § 112, second paragraph, the Examiner's arguments are 
irrelevant to definiteness under § 1 12, second paragraph. Rather, the Examiner's arguments 
directed to enablement under § 1 12, first paragraph, or utility under § 101. 

In a relatively recent case, Miles Labs, Inc. v. Shandon Inc. 997 F.2d 870 (Fed. Cir. 
1993), the Federal Circuit distinguished between definiteness and enablement or utility. In 
particular, the Federal Circuit upheld the validity of a patent against a claim of indefiniteness 
because the claims were definite, enabled, and useful Shandon argued that the claims were 
indefinite under § 1 12, second paragraph, because they did not recite a vent that was described in 
a sole embodiment within the accompanying disclosure. Without the vent, Shandon argued, the 
invention would not work. 

In response to Shandon' s argument, the Federal Court explicitly stated that "Shandon' s 
argument is irrelevant to definiteness under § 112, P 2." 997 F.2d at 875 (emphasis added). The 
Federal Circuit went on to state that the operability of the claims (related to the enablement or 
utility requirements) is not necessarily related to the "bounds of the claim" (related to the 
definiteness requirement). Id. In other words, the omission from the claims of an element 
described in the disclosure presents an issue of enablement or utility, but not an issue of 
definiteness. 

The present rejection under § 1 12, second paragraph, is highly similar to the definiteness 
rejection in Miles Labs. In both cases* the disclosure of the specification describes various 
elements of one or more embodiments of the invention. Furthermore, the claims do not recite all 
of the elements that are disclosed. Nevertheless, the claims do adequately define the metes and 
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bounds of the invention, regardless of the contention that more specific elements might also be 
included in the claims. Therefore, the claims are not subject to rejection (or invalidity) based on 
arguments of indefiniteness under § 1 12, second paragraph. 

For the reasons stated above, the Office Action fails to support the assertion that claims 
21-40 are indefinite. Given that the Office Action fails to establish the indefiniteness of any of 
the claims, Applicant respectfully submits that claims 21-40 satisfy the definiteness requirement. 
Consequently, Applicant requests that the corresponding rejection of claims 21-40 under 35 
U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, be withdrawn. 

RESPONSE TO CLAIM REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. $ 101. INOPERABILITY 

Claims 21-40 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101 as being inoperative and therefore 
lacking utility for the recited purpose of the disclosed and claimed invention (items 6.2 and 6.3). 
The Office Action relies on the arguments provided in item 6.1 with reference to the definiteness 
of the claims under § 1 12, second paragraph. 

The purposes of the utility requirement of § 101 is to ensure that the subject matter for 
which patents are granted comply with the constitutional mandate that Congress protects the 
"useful arts." U.S. Const. Art. I, § 8. In order to satisfy the utility requirement, an invention 
must have specific and substantial utility that is credible. M.P.E.P. §§ 2107(II)(B)(1). If an 
invention has credible, specific and substantial utility, then a rejection based on the utility 
requirement is not proper. Id. 

Specific Utility 

The M.P.E.P. defines "specific utility" as a use that is specific to the claimed subject 
matter. M.P.E.P. § 2107.01(1). An example of specific utility is a specific biological activity that 
reasonably correlates to a particular disease condition. Id. In contrast, an example of general 
utility, which does not satisfy the specific utility requirement, is a statement of diagnostic utility 
to diagnose an unspecified disease. Id. 

The claimed invention satisfies the specific utility requirement because the claimed 
invention is directed at specific, rather than general, uses and fulfills a particular need in the 



-15- 



current economy. The disclosure of the present application enumerates some of these uses, 
including satisfying a demand for customized stamps, allowing an entity to create customized 
stamps, and validating these customized stamps as legal tender. Background, p. 1. The claimed 
invention includes claims of different statutory classes and varying breadth that each may be used 
to implement these specific uses. Therefore, the claims satisfy the specific utility requirement. 

Substantial Utility 

The M.P.E.P. defines "substantial utility" as "a 'real world 5 use." M.P.E.P. § 2107.01(1). 
An example of substantial utility is a therapeutic method of treating a particular disease. Id. In 
contrast, an example of non-substantial utility, which does not satisfy the substantial utility 
requirement, is a method of treating an unspecified disease. Id. In making a determination 
regarding substantial utility, the M.P.E.P. offers the direction that "any reasonable use that an 
applicant has identified for the invention that can be viewed as providing a public benefit should 
be accepted as sufficient" to satisfy the substantial utility requirement. Id. (emphasis added). 

The claimed invention satisfies the substantial utility requirement because the disclosure 
identifies a reasonable use for a postage stamp generation apparatus (or system, or method, and 
so forth) to provide the public benefit of satisfying an economic demand for customized stamps. 
Additionally, the disclosure identifies a reasonable use to provide the public benefit of validating 
such customized stamps. The claimed invention includes claims of different statutory classes 
and varying breadth that each may be used to implement these substantial uses. Therefore, the 
claims satisfy the substantial utility requirement. 

Credibility (Operability) 

The operability of an invention is highly related to the credibility aspect of the utility 
requirement of § 101. M.P.E.P. § 2107.01(11). The M.P.E.P. states that "[a]n applicant need 
only provide one credible assertion of specific and substantial utility for each claimed invention 
to satisfy the utility requirement." M.P.E.P. § 2107(II)(B)(l)(ii). In Brooketree Corp. v. 
Advanced Micro Devices, Inc., the Federal Circuit explained that utility under § 101 is satisfied 
unless the invention is "totally incapable of achieving a useful result." 977 F.2d 1555, 1571 
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(Fed. Cir. 1992); also cited in M.P.E.P § 2107.01(11). From another perspective, the credibility 
requirement of utility under § 101 is satisfied if the invention accomplishes at least one intended 
function, even if it doesn't operate under all conditions or satisfy all of its intended functions. 
M.P.E.P. § 2107.01(11) (quoting E.L du PontDe Nemours and Co. v. Berkley and Co., 620 F.2d 
1247 1260 n.17 (8th Cir. 1980) (parallel citations omitted)). Still further, the M.P.E.P. 
acknowledges (an perhaps cautions) that inventions are rarely "found to be 'inoperative' and 
therefore lacking utility" and rejections on this ground are even more rarely maintained by a 
Federal Court. Id. 

The claimed invention satisfies the credibility and operability requirements of utility 
under § 101 because the disclosure identifies and asserts a reasonable use for a postage stamp 
generation apparatus (or system, or method, and so forth) to provide the public benefit of 
satisfying an economic demand for customized stamps, as well as other benefits. Contrary to the 
direction provided by the federal courts, the Office Action asserts that each claim must include 
additional features that are disclosed, but not presently recited in certain claims. However, 
Applicant respectfully submits that each of the claims is operative within the scope of the 
individual claim language of each claim. Therefore, the claims satisfy the substantial utility 
requirement. The following paragraphs address the operability of the elements recited in the 
independent claims. Similar arguments in support of the operability of the claimed invention are 
also applicable to the elements recited in the dependent claims. 

With regard to the creation module of claims 21, 27, and 35, the operability of the 
creation module may function in part to permit the designation of text and/or images, but does 
not require the details of such functionality to be recited in the claim in order for the claim to be 
considered operable (item 6.1(A)). The creation module is not limited to permitting designation 
of text and/or images in order to create a customized stamp. 

With regard to the print module of claims 21, 27, and 35, the operability of the print 
module may function in part to produce a physical, printed stamp, but the term "print" is broad 
enough to also include sending data to a printer so that the printer may produce the physical 
representation of the data on the stamp (item 6.1(B)). This understanding of "print" is exclusive 
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of other meanings that may be given to the term "print," but is provided only to demonstrate that 
the term "print" is not limited to the narrow interpretation taken by the Office Action. 

With regard to the communication module of claims 21 and 35, the operability of the 
communication module may function in part to send an authorization request to a remote server, 
but does not require the details of such functionality to be recited in the claim in order for the 
claim to be considered operable (item 6.1(C)). The communication module may operate to 
receive authorization from a remote server without necessarily sending an authorization request 
(although it may in some circumstances). For example, an intermediary component may send the 
authorization request and the communication module may receive the authorization. 

With regard to the communication module of claim 27, the operability of the 
communication module may receive authorization from the server even though the claim does 
not recite that the server generates either authorization or validation (item 6.1(H)). The open- 
ended nature of the transitional phrase "comprising" used in the preamble does not preclude the 
addition of other elements within the broad scope of the independent claim. Genentech, Inc. v. 
Chiron Corp., 112 F.3d 495, 501 (Fed. Cir. 1997) (citing In re Baxter, 656 F.2d 679, 686 
(C.C.P.A. 1981)); see also CarlZiess Stiftungv. Renishaw PLC, 945 F.2d 1173, 1178 (Fed. Cir. 
1991). Therefore, as long as the listed elements are present, an operation of the server to 
generate either authorization or verification could be performed within the scope of the claim. 
However, the act does not have to be included just because it can be included and, furthermore, 
the absence of the act does not render the claim inoperable — it is simply silent as to how the 
authorization might be generated. 

With regard to the server of claim 29, the operability of the server is supported without 
the further limitations suggested in the Office Action (item 6.1(1)). The details of "how and 
why" the server is so configured are not necessary limitations of the claim and have not been 
included. The possibility of including such details remains open by the open-ended nature of the 
claim language, but the server is operable as claimed without inclusion of the further limitations. 

With regard to the verification act of claim 38, the claim as a whole, including the 
verification act, is operable without including a limitation regarding the standard/criteria that 
might be used as a part of the verification act (item 6.1(M)). Although the disclosure of the 
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application provides one example of how to implement the verification act (e.g. the validation 
module 120 validates 3 14 the stamp by accessing the database 116 and comparing the stamp to 
the stamps stored in the database 116, Detailed Description, f 0028), the specifics of such 
verification are not necessary to the operability of the claim as it is written. 

With regard to the server of claim 38, the operability of the server and claim as a whole 
does not depend on inclusion of a limitation explaining "why" the verification act occurs (item 
6.1(N)). Nevertheless, Applicant amends claim 38, as described above, to more clearly claim the 
method for generating a customize stamp. Applicant respectfully submits that such amendment 
clarifies the acts of the claimed method, regardless of the Office Action's arguments concerning 
the operability of the claim. The claim was operable prior to the present amendment and remains 
operable after inclusion of the present amendment. 

For the reasons stated above, the Office Action fails to support the assertion that the 
independent claims 21, 27, 29, 35, and 38 are inoperable. Given that the Office Action fails to 
establish the inoperability of any of the independent claims, Applicant respectfully submits that 
independent claims 21, 27, 29, 35, and 38 satisfy the utility requirement. Consequently, 
Applicant requests that the corresponding rejection of claims 21, 27, 29, 35, and 38 under 35 
U.S.C. § 101 be withdrawn. 

Given that dependent claims 22-26 depend from claim 1, claims 28 depends from claim 
27, claims 30-34 depend from claim 29, claims 36-37 depend from claim 35, and claims 39-40 
depend from claim 38, Applicant respectfully submits that claims 22-26, 28, 30-34, 36-37, and 
39-40 satisfy the utility requirement. Accordingly, Applicant requests that the corresponding 
rejection of dependent claims 22-26, 28, 30-34, 36-37, and 39-40 under 35 U.S.C. § 101 be 
withdrawn. 

RESPONSE TO REJECTION OF CLAIMS 35-37 UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 101. 
NON-STATUTORY SUBJECT MATTER 

Claims 35-37 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101 as being directed to non-statutory 
subject matter (item 7.1). The Office Action states, in essence, that the subject matter of claims 
35-37 is "a disembodied storage device, i.e. memory, that stores a computer program as a non- 
functional data structure." Office Action, 01/12/05, p. 9, item 7.1.2 and p. 10, item 7.1.3. 
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However, the Office Action's position is contrary to the direction provided by the M.P.E.P. In 
particular, the M.P.E.P. clearly and unambiguously states that: 

"a claimed computer-readable medium encoded with a computer program is 

a computer element which defines structural and functional interrelationships 
between the computer program and the rest of the computer which permit the 
computer program's functionality to be realized, and is thus statutory." 
M.P.E.P. 2106(IV)(B)(l)(a) (emphasis added) (similarly, a claimed computer- 
readable medium encoded with a data structure is also statutory subject matter.) 

The Office Action's reference to the computer program as a non- functional data structure 
is incorrect. Regardless of whether the modules are characterized as data structures or as one or 
more computer program, they are functional descriptive material and statutory. (The M.P.E.P. 
labels computer-related inventions as "descriptive material." M.P.E.P. § 2106(IV)(B)(1).). Non- 
functional descriptive material refers to music, literary works, data compilations, and so forth. 
M.P.E.P. § 2106(rV)(B)(l)(b). In other words, these descriptive materials are incapable of 
imparting functionality. Id. 

In contrast, computer programs and data structures, when encoded on a computer- 
readable medium, are capable of imparting functionality through execution of the instructions, 
for example, and are therefore functional descriptive material. Although data structures or 
computer programs per se (not encoded on a computer-readable medium) are considered 
nonfunctional, they are deemed functional when they are encoded on a computer-readable 
medium. M.P.E.P. 2106(IV)(B)(l)(a). Such functional descriptive material is statutory. Id. 

The subject matter of claims 35-37 is statutory, functional descriptive material within the 
boundaries established by the U.S.P.T.O. and set forth in the M.P.E.P. In particular, claim 35 
includes operational and executable data structures (e.g. a computer program or components of a 
computer program) encoded on a computer-readable medium. The operation and executable data 
structures include the creation module, the print module, and the communication module. These 
modules, encoded on the computer-readable medium, are functional descriptive material 
according to M.P.E.P. 2106(IV)(B)(l)(a). Therefore, independent claim 35 is directed to 
statutory material. Similarly, dependent claims 36-37 are also directed to functional descriptive 
material that is statutory under § 101. 
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For the reasons stated above, the Office Action fails to support the assertion that the 
independent claim 35 is directed to non-statutory subject matter. Consequently, Applicant 
respectfully submits that independent claim 35 satisfies the subject matter requirement requests 
that the corresponding rejection of claims 35 under 35 U.S.C. § 101 be withdrawn. 

Given that dependent claims 22-26 depend from claim 1, claim 28 depends from claim 
27, claims 30-34 depend from claim 29, claims 36-37 depend from claim 35, and claims 39-40 
depend from claim 38, Applicant respectfully submits that claims 22-26, 28, 30-34, 36-37, and 
39-40 satisfy the utility requirement. Accordingly, Applicant requests that the corresponding 
rejection of dependent claims 22-26, 28, 30-34, 36-37, and 39-40 under 35 U.S.C. § 101 be 
withdrawn. 

RESPONSE TO REJECTION OF CLAIMS 31-40 UNDER 35 U.S.C. $ 101. 
NON-STATUTORY SUBJECT MATTER 

Claims 31-40 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101 as being directed to non-statutory 

subject matter (item 7.2). The Office Action states, in essence, that claims 31-34 and 38-40 are 

directed to non-statutory subject matter because they are purportedly inoperable under the utility 

requirement of § 101. Office Action, 01/12/05, p. 12, item 7.2.3. Additionally, the Office 

Action states that claims 35-37 are directed to non-statutory subject matter because they are 

purportedly inoperable under the utility requirement of § 101. Office Action, 01/12/05, p. 12, 

item 7.2.4. 

This rejection is simply cumulative of the rejection of claims 21-40 of item 6.2. While 
the Office Action provides an extended discussion of In re Musgrave and In re Sarkar (items 
7.2.2 and 7.2.3), the Office Action fails to provide any support for the present rejection other than 
the arguments that Applicant has already addressed above. Therefore, Applicant's responses 
provided above, especially with respect to the rejection listed in item 6.2 of the Office Action, 
should be sufficient to show that the Office Action fails to establish the inoperability of any of 
claims 31-40 and, subsequently, fails to establish that claims 31-40 are directed to non-statutory 
subject matter. 

For the reasons stated above, Applicant respectfully reiterates that claims 31-40 satisfy 
the utility requirement. Furthermore, Applicant submits that claims 31-40 are directed to 
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statutory subject matter. Consequently, Applicant requests that the corresponding rejection of 
claims 31-40 under 35 U.S.C. § 101 be withdrawn. 



RESPONSE TO REJECTION OF CLAIMS 21-40 UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 101, 
NON-STATUTORY SUBJECT MATTER 

Claims 21-40 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101 as being directed to non-statutory 
subject matter (item 7.3). The Office Action states, in essence, that claims 21-40 are directed to 
non-statutory subject matter because they lack substantial and practical utility under § 101. 
Office Action, 01/12/05, p. 13, item 7.3. 

However, this rejection is simply cumulative of the rejection of claims 21-40 of item 6.2. 
The Office Action fails to provide any support for the present rejection other than the arguments 
that Applicant has already addressed above. Therefore, Applicant's responses provided above, 
especially with respect to the rejection listed in item 6.2 of the Office Action, should be sufficient 
to show that the Office Action fails to establish that claims 21-40 lack utility and, subsequently, 
fails to establish that claims 21-40 are directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

For the reasons stated above, Applicant respectfully reiterates that claims 21-40 satisfy 
the utility requirement. Furthermore, Applicant submits that claims 21-40 are directed to 
statutory subject matter. Consequently, Applicant requests that the corresponding rejection of 
claims 21-40 under 35 U.S.C. § 101 be withdrawn. 

RESPONSE TO REJECTION OF CLAIMS 21-40 UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 101, 
NON-STATUTORY SUBJECT MATTER 

Claims 21-40 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101 as being directed to non-statutory 
subject matter (item 7.4). The Office Action states, in essence, that claims 21-40 are directed to 
non-statutory subject matter because they are purportedly indefinite under § 1 12, second 
paragraph, and are purportedly anticipated by prior art references under various sections of § 102. 
Office Action, 01/12/05, p. 13, item 7.4. 

However, this rejection is simply cumulative of the rejections of claims 21-40 of item 6.1 
and item 8. The Office Action fails to provide any support for the present rejection other than the 
arguments that Applicant has already addressed above, with regard to § 1 12, second paragraph, 
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and addresses below, with regard to § 102. Therefore, Applicant's responses provided elsewhere 
herein, especially with respect to the rejections listed in items 6.2 and 8 of the Office Action, 
should be sufficient to show that the Office Action fails to establish that claims 21-40 are 
indefinite or anticipated and, subsequently, fails to establish that claims 21-40 are directed to 
non-statutory subject matter. 

For the reasons stated above, Applicant respectfully reiterates that claims 21-40 satisfy 
the definiteness requirement and submits that claims 21-40 are novel over the prior art 
references. Furthermore, Applicant submits that claims 21-40 are directed to statutory subject 
matter. Consequently, Applicant requests that the corresponding rejection of claims 21-40 under 
35 U.S.C. § 101 be withdrawn. 

RESPONSE TO CLAIM REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. $ 102(b) 

With regard to the rejection of independent claim 21, 27, 29, 35, and 38 (item 8), 
Applicant respectfully submits that these claims are patentable over the cited references because 
all of the cited references fail to teach the operations/act/function of validation, as recited in the 
claims. Given that none of the cited references teaches validation, as recited in the claims and 
enabled through the disclosure, Applicant respectfully submits that independent claims 21, 27, 
29, 35, and 38 are patentable over each of the cited references. Consequently, Applicant requests 
that the rejection of independent claims 21, 27, 29, 35, and 38 under various sections of 35 
U.S.C. § 102 be withdrawn. 

Given that dependent claims 22-26 depend from claim 1, claim 28 depends from claim 
27, claims 30-34 depend from claim 29, claims 36-37 depend from claim 35, and claims 39-40 
depend from claim 38, Applicant respectfully submits that claims 22-26, 28, 30-34, 36-37, and 
39-40 are also patentable over the cited references. Accordingly, Applicant requests that the 
corresponding rejection of dependent claims 22-26, 28, 30-34, 36-37, and 39-40 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102 be withdrawn. 
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CONCLUSION 



As a result of the presented amendments and remarks, Applicant asserts that claims 21-40 
are patentable and in condition for prompt allowance. Should additional information be required 
regarding the amendment or traversal of the rejections of the independent and dependent claims 
enumerated above, the Examiner is respectfully asked to notify Applicant of such need. If any 
impediments to the prompt allowance of the claims can be resolved by a telephone conversation, 
the Examiner is respectfully requested to contact the undersigned. 



Date: May 12, 2005 
Kunzler & Associates 
8 East Broadway, Suite 600 
Salt Lake City, UT 84101 
Telephone (801)994-4646 
Fax (801)531-1929 



Respectfully submitted, 




Brian C. Kunzler 
Reg. No. 38,527 
Attorney for Applicant 
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